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Abstract
Karasek III, Ray. The University of Memphis. December 2016. An Assessment of College
Tuition Increases and Retention. Major Professor: Jeffery Wilson, Ph.D.
This study examines the relationship between tuition increases, retention, and Pell Grant
recipients attending college for the first time at 279 four- year public universities in the
southeastern and southwestern regions of the United States. The data for this study was gathered
from the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) using the tuition, retention,
and Pell Grant information collected in the fall of those corresponding academic years. A
Pearson moment correlation and linear regression analysis was used to find significance between
the three variables. The study revealed that there was no significant interaction with student
retention. However, the study did reveal a correlation in the number of students receiving the
Pell Grant and the number of students retained at these institutions.

Keywords: tuition, retention, Pell Grant, persistence, southeast, Robin Hood, Herzberg Two
Factor Theory, Bean and Metzner, Tinto
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Chapter 1
Introduction
Rising college tuition is a noticeable concern when looking at four year public
institutions. Most alarming, as noted by the College Board (2014), between the 2010-11 and
2012-13 academic years alone, published tuition and fees in the public four-year sector increased
by 8% ($650 in 2014 dollars), while estimated grant aid per student declined, leading to rapid
growth in the net prices facing students. Recently, the National Association of College and
University Business Officers (NACUBO) released data on why institutions felt they were losing
enrollment. Among the survey respondents that experienced freshman enrollment declines
between the academic years of 2012-13 and 2015-16, 62% said they believed students’ price
sensitivity was a factor. Price sensitivity was the top reason cited, followed by increased
competition at 60 percent, changing demographics at 51 percent, a decrease in the number of 18to 24-year-olds in a region at 40 percent, and a decrease in yield rates at 39 percent. Farther
down, 19 percent of institutions said they lost freshmen because they became more selective
(Seltzer, 2016).
By definition, net price is what a student and/or family must cover after grant aid,
scholarships, savings from tax credits, and deductions are subtracted from the list price of a
college education. Scholarships and grants are forms of financial aid that the student or family
does not have to pay back. Today, net price is considered vital to college financing. As a result,
all institutions must publish a net price calculator in order for students and families to better
understand the cost to attend that institution. A net price calculator captures the institution’s
tuition and fees less the grants, scholarships and educational tax benefits a student may receive
from attending the institution. This study has reported on first-time college students’ retention
1

after completion of their first year in college and compared these retention rates to tuition
increases at four-year public universities in the southeastern and southwestern regions of the
continental United States. In addition, this study has compared the students at these institutions
who receive Pell Grants to determine whether there is a correlation to retention and tuition
increases for these institutions retaining these students.
Background of the Study
The concept of student retention has been around since colleges were founded over three
centuries ago (Demetriou & Schmitz-Sciborski, 2011). However, for the first few centuries,
retention was not much of a concept that was worth tracking, reviewing, or even improving.
This was due to the fact that many people did not attend college and those that did were not
graduating. Not until late in the nineteenth century, when degree attainment was expanding and
the complete college experience was being born, did retention become important. The first such
study on retention was entitled College Student Mortality by John McNeely. McNeely (1938)
had completed the study on behalf of the U.S. Department of the Interior and the Office of
Education and was pioneering work that was clearly the forerunner of the more comprehensive
studies that would come after for the next 30 years. His study examined the extent of attrition,
average time to degree completion, points where attrition was most prevalent, institutional size,
and reasons for departure. McNeely (1938) found that the causes of student mortality for all the
universities he studied 18.4 percent of the students left because of failure in work, 12.4 percent
left because of financial difficulties, 12.2 percent because of miscellaneous reasons.
After work on retention was originally done by McNeely, there has been a steady growth of
studies since that looked into college student retention. Earlier studies were based on a
psychological lens by authors such as John Summerskill and William Spady. Then came Tinto’s
2

interactionalist theory of student departure that became one of the best known and most cited
theories relating to retention. Today, retention has taken a step further and grown into a part of
the enrollment management piece. Enrollment management can be described as encompassing
institutional research and planning, marketing, admissions, registrar, financial aid, student
orientation and retention and advising (Hossler, 1988; Huddleston & Rumbough 1997).
Enrollment management improves student satisfaction through centralized or decentralized
initiatives while focusing on continuous improvement and attention to the individual student
success. Although it may seem incremental on past successes there is no silver bullet and
enrollment management helps bring all of these pieces together as the most effective tool for
retention.
The focus of this study was to examine the retention rate of first-time freshman at four
year public institutions. Freshman attrition rates are typically higher than any other academic
class and a major focus of institutions trying to combat these high attrition rates (Mallinckrodt &
Sedlacek, 1987). A recent report detailing retention in four year public universities has the
retention for first time full-time freshman decreasing by 1.4 percentage points (National Clearing
House Research Center, 2015). Institutions that can retain a student normally have higher fouryear graduation rates (Lau, 2003).
Statement of Problem
Retention of a student from her/his freshman year to re-enrolling in the fall for her/his
sophomore year is critical to the financial health of an institution. Low retention rates affect the
budgets and public perception of many institutions (Braxton, 2000). A recent report by U.S.
News and World Report entitled “Freshman Retention Rates” showed that institutions in the
southern region had retention rates anywhere from 92% to as low as 45% (2014). Retention is a
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hot topic today as the cost to attend college is increasing at a higher rate than health care over the
same time period from 1987 to 2010 and is showing no signs of slowing down (Gordon &
Hedlund, 2016). There are a great number of studies available looking at the many different
retention theories and how they affect the outcome of a student from her/his freshman to
sophomore year. However, there are few that look at retention on the terms of tuition increases
and how it is effected by federal funds such as the Pell Grant.
The Pell Grant is directly related to a student’s Expected Family Contribution (EFC).
The Expected Family Contribution (EFC) is the amount a family can be expected to contribute
toward a student’s college costs. When calculating a student’s EFC the calculation looks at a
family size, allows for living expenses and the student’s and family savings accounts. Because
of the EFC’s make up of external factors on a student’s ability to pay for college, Bean and
Metzner’s (1985) theory on retention can be used to look at the retention of a student along with
Tinto (1993) whom also suggested that these external factors could seriously affect persistence.
A financially at-risk student is more effected by these outside factors of a tuition increase and the
relationship it could have on the retention of that student. By publishing these results of how
tuition increases effect retention, this study can contribute to the already large body of literature
on retention in hopes of better understanding of why a student is retained as it pertains to tuition
increases.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to look at the retention of first-time freshmen at public four
year universities after their first year in college and perform a correlation study on these retention
rates to tuition increases. This data was controlled by the percentage of these institutions’
undergraduate population receiving the Pell Grant. The time frame that the study concentrated
4

on coincided with the national housing bubble which began in the year 2004 and continued
through 2014 (Phillips & Yu, 2011). Since the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System
(IPEDS) did not start collecting all of the three data points that includes tuition, retention and
those receiving Pell Grants congruently until the 2008 academic year, the study began at this
time. This time frame was also chosen because of the burst of the housing market bubble and the
effect it had sending the country into what is commonly known as the “Great Recession” (Byun,
2010).
Research Questions
The research questions that served as a guide for this study were:
1.

When looking at public four year institutions in the Southeastern and
Southwestern United States, what is the relationship between tuition increases and
retention for first-time college students?

2.

When looking at public four year institutions in the Southeastern and
Southwestern United States, what is the relationship between first time freshman
having the Pell grant and retention of first-time college students?

3.

When looking at retention at public four year institutions in the Southeastern and
Southwestern United States, what is the relationship between tuition increases and
the number of Pell grant recipients in relation to the retention of those students?

Significance of the Study
The study contributes to the area of retention by helping to shed light on the dramatic
increases in tuition over the past ten years. Bringing to the forefront that the increases in tuition
for those students relying on Pell Grants does in fact have a cause and effect on those students
being retained into their second year of college. The area of retention as seen through the
5

increases of tuition that this study will show should prove valuable when administrators are
looking to raise their tuition without the thought of how it will affect those Pell Grant recipient
students.
Theoretical Framework
This study has looked at retention for those students who do not persist due to financial
pressures caused by being on the Pell Grant. This financial decision within the climate of the
Great Recession is thought to kick start the decision to leave when combined with the retention
theories of Bean and Metzner (1985), as well as Tinto (1993), not to mention others who have
studied the subject. Consequently, when these factors of retention as described in the literature
review in chapter two are combined, the student then decides to leave college due to financial
reasons, tuition increases. This conceptual theory is strengthened by a report released on the
State Council of Higher Education for Virginia (SCHEV) in which the report stated that the
severity of the Great Recession that begun in 2007, and the very slow global recovery that has
followed, make it unlikely that state funding for higher education will recover as quickly as it did
following the 1990 and 2001 recessions. While state appropriations have historically increased as
the economy recovered from recessions, the current post-recession economy is far weaker than
the economy that followed the 1990 recession (Mulhern, Spies, Staiger, & Wu, p. 17, 2015).
Tuition increases during the Great Recession were three to five times the rate of the inflation for
four year public universities across the United States. Pell Grants at this time grew by $15.3
billion as the total recipients increased from six to nine million (Katsinas, Shedd, Adair, &
Malley, 2014). Pell Grants are the single largest source of student aid funding (Zumeta, 2014).
In one study done at the University of Oregon, grants like the Pell Grant increased the
probability of retention by 1.3 percent per $1,000 (Singell, 2001). Pell grantees often enroll with
6

one or more risk factors to institutions with limited resources available to improve a student’s
retention or completion rate, as evidenced by the study at the University of Oregon showed Pell
plays a role in retention (Morgenstern, 2011).
Assumptions
Several assumptions were made in this study. First, it was assumed that the individuals
that completed the report information for their institution to IPEDS were competent and
knowledgeable of their institutions information. Secondly, it is assumed that the individuals who
reported information for their institution to IPEDS were honest, open, and accurate.
Limitations and Delimitations
The quantitative data for this study was obtained from the 2007-2014 academic year of
institutions reporting to IPEDS. An investigation of previous or subsequent years could yield
different results. Data were only gathered from institutions that report to IPEDS. IPEDS offered
a large sample size of data in the area of four-year public institutions, however including data
from institutions that do not report to IPEDS may have altered the results of this study. Also, the
data for this research only included undergraduate four-year public institutions. Including
private or for for-profit institutions may have produced different results as well. Lastly, it is
always possible that the data was entered incorrectly by the self-reporting institution.
Definition of Terms
The terms listed and defined below are those that are significant to the current study.
Academic Year: A year starting in September and continuing through the end of
the following June of the next calendar year.
Degree-Seeking Status: Students enrolled in courses for credit who are seeking a
degree, certificate, or other formal award. This includes students who:
7

- received any type of federal financial aid, regardless of what courses they took
at any time;
- received any state or locally based financial aid with an eligibility requirement
that the student be enrolled in a degree, certificate, or transfer-seeking program; or
- obtained a student visa to study at a U.S. postsecondary institution
Fall Enrollment: This annual component of IPEDS collects data on the number
of students enrolled in the fall at postsecondary institutions. Students reported are
those enrolled in courses creditable toward a degree or other formal award
(National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), a Part of the U.S. Department
of Education, n.d.).
First-Time Status: A student who has no prior postsecondary experience (except
as noted below) attending any institution for the first time at the undergraduate
level. This includes students enrolled in academic or occupational programs. It
also includes students enrolled in the fall term who attended college for the first
time in the prior summer term, and students who entered with advanced standing
(college credits earned before graduation from high school) (National Center for
Education Statistics (NCES n.d.).
Retention: A measure of the rate at which students persist in their educational
program at an institution reported as continued enrollment (or degree completion)
within the same higher education institution in the fall semesters of a student’s
first and second year (National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), a Part of
the U.S. Department of Education, n.d.).
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Pell Grant: (Higher Education Act of 1965, Title IV, Part A, Subpart I, as
amended.) Provides grant assistance to eligible undergraduate postsecondary
students with demonstrated financial need to help meet education expenses. Pell
Grants are funded for a period of time from July 1st of one year to June 30th of the
following year. (National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), a Part of the
U.S. Department of Education, n.d.).
Price Sensitivity: The degree to which the price of a product affects consumers’
purchasing behaviors. In this studies case how a student reacts to increases in
tuition.
Tuition: The amount of money charged to students for instructional services.
Tuition may be charged per term, per course, or per credit (National Center for
Education Statistics (NCES), a Part of the U.S. Department of Education, n.d.).
Cohort Default Rate: A 3-year cohort default rate is the percentage of a school's
borrowers who enter repayment on certain Federal Family Education Loan
(FFEL) Program or William D. Ford Federal Direct Loan (Direct Loan) Program
loans during a particular federal fiscal year (FY),
Organization of the Study
This study has added to the limited research of tuition increases and how they affect
retention of students relying on the Pell Grant. It is the study’s belief that the effect of a
student’s financial ability to pay plays a larger role than many believe and reported in higher
education media outlets. The next chapter will provide a review of the literature surrounding
retention theory, a historical timeline of tuition at four year public universities, and the Pell
Grant. In chapter 3, a discussion of the methodology and methods used will be presented. This
9

will be followed by the results of the three research questions stated in chapter 4 followed by a
discussion of the findings from the three research questions and future research possibilities in
chapter 5.

10

Chapter 2
Review of the Literature
The following literature review will examine the history of tuition in higher education
and the theories that serve as the basis for the current debate on college student retention.
Because the topic of tuition’s effect on retention can be seen as too encompassing, another level
of determination will be the Pell Grant discussing the history and its role in higher education
over the years. The first section will cover the history of tuition in the United States and how it
has changed from a barter system to a haggling system in a 150-year period. Next, retention
theories will be discussed along with the value of increased retention. Chapter two then closes
by explaining the history of the Pell Grant program with a conclusion that retention was not seen
as that important until the government was so highly involved in higher education and the tuition
it was supplementing.
History of College Tuition
College tuition has been around in some form since American higher education began,
well before the first Morrill Land Grant Act was passed in 1862. This landmark legislation
allowed for the establishment of institutions in virtually every state within the union for the
purposes of expanding the reach of public higher education to the masses. At the time, these
institutions were allotted up to 30,000 acres per congressional representative, and the funds used
from the land sales were used to endow what are now call Land Grant Institutions (Cohen &
Kisker, 2007). During that time, there was a historical recording of Harvard’s treasurer selling a
pair of shoes which had been given in lieu of cash for the purposes of payment for tuition
(Brubacher & Rudy, 1997). Stokes (1927) noted the same issues that plague higher education in
the 21st century was mentioned in his 1926 article, the discrepancy between the cost of a
11

collegiate education and the amount paid by students is a perpetual threat to budgets and a puzzle
to administrators and trustees. Somehow, the gap needed to be closed by taxation, income from
endowments and gifts, economies, increased tuition, or varying combinations of these (Stokes,
1927). To shed more light on the similarities of the early 19th century and today, in 1998 the
National Commission on the Cost of Higher Education was concerned that the continued
inattention to issues of cost and price threatened to create a gulf of ill will between institutions of
higher education and the larger society in which they served. However, the committee also
believed that a heavy handed regulatory approach would not work and could harm the academic
quality of the education (Harvey, Williams, Kirshstein, O’Mally, & Wellmen, 1998). As a
result, the committee believes that competition among these academic institutions remains such a
powerful guarantee that over time these campuses will seek out strategies of price and programs
that best meets the needs of their constituents, the public.
The difference may be in the social contract that generations before have supported and
today’s adult generation is ignoring in regards to the costs of higher education. In the 1960s, the
adults of that generation agreed to subsidize a larger portion of the higher education costs than
today’s adult generation (Martin, 2002). If this new adult generation refuses to provide these
subsidies, then they are not honoring the social contract between generations. This current adult
generation is more concerned about the “social security lockbox” than the prospects of their
children and grandchildren receiving an education (Martin, 2002). The tuition conundrum
continued in the 1980s and 1990s with the thought that with the ending of the baby boom era,
rising tuition costs and changing demographics would cause the college enrollments to decline.
This, however, did not happen because the “college wage premium” took over and caused
enrollment to increase sharply (Heller, 2001). The college wage premium is the wage at which a
12

college graduate will make a higher wage than someone that is not a college graduate (Averett &
Burton, 1996).
Post-Great Recession Tuition
Since the Great Recession of 2007, college tuition has seen increases in two major ways.
One such instance is there is now a differential tuition charged by many universities. Differential
tuition is defined as the purposeful variation on undergraduate tuition rates. The universities that
are now practicing this tuition policy are differentiating by college, major, and even by year of
enrollment (Ehrenberg, 2012). A second example in how tuition has changed since the latest
recession is through the dramatic cuts in state funding. The share of higher education revenue
coming from students and parents grew from about 35 percent in the 1980s to approximately 53
percent by 2007, while the state and local government share fell from around 55 percent to under
40 percent. Per student net tuition revenue to public colleges and universities doubled to just
over $4,000 in inflation-adjusted 2008 dollars between 1983 and 2008, while state appropriations
per student stagnated. Tuition revenues are, thus, gradually replacing state support and the rate
of replacement tends to jump steeply in economic downturns (Zumeta, 2011).
Tuition increases were offset by some help from the government after the Great
Recession. One such aid from the government came in the form of a better tuition tax credit
called the American Opportunity Tax Credit (AOTC). This credit replaced the less generous
Hope Credit. The AOTC, introduced in 2009, increased the total tax savings for college students
and their parents claiming education credits and tuition deductions from $7.0 billion (in 2011
dollars) in 2008 to $15.4 billion in 2009 and to $18.8 billion in 2010 (Baum & Payea, 2012).
Another offset was by the increase in the Pell Grant that stemmed from the Higher Education
Reauthorization Act of 2008. During this latest reauthorization in 2008, the Pell Grant was
13

increased in size to a maximum award of $6,000 and incremental increases to $8,000 for the
2014-2015 academic year. The minimum award was also increased to an amount of 10% of the
maximum award replacing the $400 minimum award previously given to students (Smole,
Naughton, Kuenzi, & Skinner, 2008). However, even an increase in the Pell Grant may not be
enough. The Pell Grant has caused college enrollment to increase by 78% since its initial start,
however, degree completion has only increase four percent over that time among 23 year olds.
Nationwide, just 49% earn a degree within six years and nearly one-third of borrowers have
student loan debt but no degree (Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, 2012). Tuition has a long
history of existence in the higher education system. It also has a track record of increasing when
state and local aid decreases. However, at no time has tuition been treated as a haggling war
between an institution and student as it is in this current day and age. An article published in The
Washington Post by Daniel de Vise compared tuition in today’s society to shopping for cars
when it comes to increasing merit based aid to acquire a student that would end up in college
either way. These haggling wars are waging between the upper-income class families and
admissions officers and affects those unable to wage these battles, the middle class; where those
dollars could and historically have been given. Merit discounts inflate the tuition charged to
those who pay full price (de Vise, 2011).
Retention
Origins of Retention
The theory of retention has evolved to include many different faces over the years.
Astin’s Theory of Involvement believes that the more involved a student is with the college, the
more likely the student will be retained. Bean’s Model of Work Turnover to Student Attrition
was patterned after concepts of organizational studies and worker turnover. This model
14

examines how organizational attributes and rewards affect a student’s satisfaction and
persistence. Bean and Metzner Nontraditional Student Attrition looks at the environmental
factors that cause departure decisions on adult students rather than academic variables (Berger &
Lyons, 2005) Kamens’ (1971) added to the retention debate that schools with more complexity
had a greater retention rate. Spady’s (1971) Model looked at the students’ characteristics and
their interaction with the campus environment. Pascarella (1980) found evidence that the
relationships between student and faculty had a positive impact. Summerskill (1962) added to
the theory of retention that a student’s personality is the main reason for persistence and leaving.
Tinto’s Model is the latest and looks at the academic and social integrations of the formal and
informal systems of the college (Braxton & Hirschy, 2005).
Astin’s Theory
The Astin (1985, 1993) model is known as the Theory of Student Involvement. Astin
describes student involvement as the amount of physical and psychological energy that the
student devotes to the academic experience. The involvement of a student is not so much what
they think or feel, but is based off of what the individual does, or how they behave that will
define and identify their involvement (1985). Astin suggested five basic postulates of this
involvement. These are:
1. Involvement requires the investment of psychological and physical energy in
"objects" (e.g., tasks, people, activities) of one sort or another, whether specific
or highly general.
2. Involvement is a continuous concept--different students will invest varying
amounts of energy in different objects
3. Involvement has both quantitative and qualitative features
15

4. The amount of learning or development that occurs is directly proportional to
the quality and quantity of involvement
5. The educational effectiveness of any policy or practice is related to its capacity
to encourage student involvement. (Astin, 1985, p. 519)
Of these postulates, Astin believes that they can emphasize subject matter, resources and
individualization of approach with leading to the desired learning outcomes of the student and
teacher. This can be stated in the terms that a particular curriculum, to achieve the effects
intended, must elicit sufficient student effort and investment of energy to bring about the desired
learning and development (Astin, 1985, p. 522). This theory can be used in the classroom or by
the administration and evaluated by the increase or decrease in student involvement (Astin,
1985).
Another Astin model that builds on the model of Student Involvement is named I-E-O
Model. This model is the “input-environment-output” model and explains the outcomes of
college based on these elements. Inputs for this are described as demographics, student
background, and previous experiences. The environments are the range of experiences that the
student encountered during college. The outcomes of the model are characteristics, knowledge,
attitudes, beliefs, and values that exist after college. This model frames the involvement of a
student in college rather than just the integration of the student in college (Wild & Ebbers, 2002
Bean’s Retention Theory
Bean’s Student Attrition Model presumes that behavioral intentions are shaped by a
process whereby beliefs shape attitudes, and attitudes, in turn influence behavioral intents.
Beliefs are presumed to be affected by a student’s experiences with the different components of
an institution. The model also recognizes that factors external to the institution can play a major
16

role in affecting both attitudes and decisions while the student is still attending college (Cabrera
& Castaneda, 1993). Bean argued that this is no different than turnover in the workplace.
Bean and Metzner
In the previous models, the traditional student attrition emphasizes the importance of
students’ interactions with members of the campus community. However, Bean and Metzner
minimalize the social integration variables and look more to the outside environment as a greater
importance. The outside environmental variables like family responsibilities play a significant
role in the attrition process for nontraditional students (Bean & Metzner, 1985).
Kamens
In Kamens’ study on retention, he came to the idea that colleges differ in their statusallocating capacity because of differences in the structural networks that they have with
occupational and economic groups in the larger society (Kamens, 1971). Because of this, the
argument was made that larger colleges have more control over their students’ commitments to
occupational decisions and because of this these larger schools have lower dropout rates,
especially for male students and students with ability (Kamens, 1971). Kamens’ theory is often
used to show how colleges and universities with highly institutionalized social charters are able
to use their elevated role in the field of higher education to enact a stronger influence on student
persistence (Seidman, 2012).
Spady’s Retention Model
When Spady developed his model he found that intellectual development is more directly
related to persistence in females and adding to female retention than their male counterpart. This
would then lead to the belief that males are more concerned about the grade than the intellectual
development (Spady, 1971). Spady found that even with “social fit” not lining up exactly with
17

how the student sees themselves in the current social climate of the college. The friendships that
the student makes could be sufficient and lead to social integration and higher retention (Spady,
1971). Spady further concluded that there is a strong interaction between student characteristics
and the campus environment.
Pascarella
Pascarella’s model is longitudinal and suggests that in order to understand the unique
influence of student-faculty non classroom contact on educational outcomes and institutional
persistence it is necessary to take into account, not only the background characteristics which
students bring to college, but also actual experiences of college in other areas, as well as salient
institutional factors (Pascarella, 1980). Building on what he found, he later studied the effects of
first-year seminars with Terenzini in How College Affects Students (Pascarella, 1991; 2005)
finding substantial evidence that these programs increase retention and performance. Because
first-year seminars are found in almost ninety-five percent of four-year institutions the most
common element is the regularity and specific instructor leading the seminar (Goodman &
Pascarella, 2006). Through these studies Pascarella and Terenzini (1980) further developed a
measure of academic and social integration through this scale:
1. Students peer group interactions (e.g., “The student friendships I have developed at this
university have been personally satisfying.”)
2. Students’ informal interactions with faculty (e.g., “My non-classroom interactions with
faculty and staff have had a positive influence on my personal growth, values and
attitudes.”)
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3. Students’ perceptions of faculty concern for student development and teaching (e.g.,
“Few of the faculty members I have had contact with are genuinely interested in
students.”)
4. Students’ academic and intellectual development (e.g., “I am satisfied with my academic
experience at this university.”)
5. Students’ institutional and goal commitments (e.g., “It is important for me to graduate
from college.”) (King, 1993, p. 25)
Summerskill
Summerskill (1962) added to the retention discussion that the absence or the presence of
intellectual development is not simply the only thing that is important in the retention of a
student. Summerskill saw that the agreeing of the intellectual development of the student and the
existing force of the intellectual climate at their current institution, i.e. motivational factors had
an effect (Summerskill, 1962).
Tinto’s Model of Student Departure
The Tinto (1975) model is named the Theory of Student Departure. This model explains
the college student withdrawal process. His model theorized that a student has a continual
transition caused by the subcultures of the university setting. Tinto believed that each of these
academic systems and social systems were a web of interconnectivity woven together acting as
the vehicle for change and personal growth. This interconnectivity is due to the university’s own
personality that is based on the history and character of the university built over time. If the
university’s personality, atmosphere, and goals meet that of the student then the likelihood of
retention increases (Riggert, Boyle, Petrosko, Ash, & Rude-Parkins, 2006).
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The first stage of this theory is for the student to separate themselves from any former cultures.
These former cultures could be high school, relationships, or even home culture. This separation
then allowed the student to form their own ideals and belief systems without the influence from
their former culture. The second stage of this theory is when the student is in the transition phase
that takes place during a student’s first year. Here is when many students are trying to make their
mark and to define their college experience all while removing themselves further from their
former culture. The coping of all these changes defined whether they remained at the institution
most of the time. The third and final stage is the final incorporation into the institutions
community. This integration is not only social but academic (Tinto, 1975). Tinto made these
closing remarks in describing where his Theory of Student Departure has come full circle and
states that the view of effective retention and the involvement of individuals in the social and
intellectual life of the college are one and the same. It is not a singular process but is marked by
distinct stages not unlike those first described by Van Gennep in his study of membership in
tribal societies (as cited in Tinto, 1988, p. 453)
Retention Myths
There are many models and theories on retention as shown above. Recently, a retention
firm released a white paper on seven myths of student retention. These myths include:
1. Attrition is a “student problem” not a campus or institution problem
2. Retention would not be a problem if we admitted “better students.”
3. Richer students would help.
4. Most students drop out because they flunk out.
5. Profiling leavers is the best method of understanding attrition.
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6. It is not the faculty’s job to “retain” students but to promote learning. (Cuseo &
Farnum, 2011, p. 2-4)
Though these myths can be proven, strengthened and disproven with the models above, this list
paints a picture that retention is achievable but more encompassing than the theories lead us to
believe. The most important thing to remember may be that each institution is unique and
retention could be ebbed by proper tuition.
Retention by the Numbers
Retention Compounded
As mentioned in the original retention models and theories, persisting in college is the
basis of retention and it is the basis for a university’s success. Retaining just one out of every ten
additional students can result in a significant enough increase in a school’s enrollment and
graduation rate that the goal of one additional student should be reasonable and attainable.
Ackerman and Schibrowski (2007) describes what an additional one student can do for a
university. They explain that an average of 2,000 first time college freshmen enrolled each year
and where the freshman retention rate was 70% for freshmen, 75% for sophomores and juniors,
and 80% for seniors. Over a five-year window, this data would result in 5,868 of the original
10,000 students still enrolled, with 630 students completing degrees, for a graduation rate of
31.5%. The total enrollment over time would increase to 7,156, an increase of 1,288 students, an
enrollment increase accomplished with no additional effort in new student recruitment.
Moreover, the number of graduates would increase to 1,040, for a graduation rate of 52%. This is
a 65% increase in the graduation rate by simply retaining one additional student out of every 10,
a reasonable goal in most environments (pp. 312).
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Retention, as described in the financial terms above, draws attention to the concept of
Lifetime Value (LTV) of a customer as used in the business world in relationship marketing. To
further demonstrate this concept discussed by Ackerman and Schibrowski (2007), it is wise to
look at what a student is worth when retained. Though this amount will vary by the tuition
charged, it is important to look at the intrinsic value retention brings to the university. When
these students are retained they become familiar with the intricacies of the universities. This
knowledge of the many intricacies of a university results in a student requiring less time, effort,
and resources to service them than a new student. This learning is omni-directional when
looking at it from the relationship marketing view. Not only does the student learn more and
move with ease, but the university learns more about the student’s requirements and uses this
knowledge to tailor the services already offered (Berry, 1983 & 2002). The importance of the
lifetime value and the value received from a self-sufficient student is an essential demonstration
for any university to show.
Ackerman and Schibrowski’s (2007) attention to the concept of LTV of a student
spawned them to use the new term Student Relationship Management. Student Relationship
Management was coined for those programs designed to build strong relationships with students
in order to increase retention. However, an added benefit to these programs is the increased
number of stronger alumni that they produce. Student Relationship Management however is
everyone’s responsibility across campus. Not just one office, person, or program can be
responsible for Student Relationship Management and retention. Student Relationship
Management is a life-cycle like that of a Customer Relationship Model in the business world.
The life-cycle begins at the recruitment of the student and does not cease until one party decides
it is no longer beneficial (Ackerman & Schibrowski, 2007).
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When these students are not retained and retention is not compounded as described
above, the effect is detrimental to society. Not attaining a degree can affect a student’s lifetime
earnings potential by as much as a million dollars. This also can affect society not only due to the
large debt that they are now saddled with, but also the tax contributions that will now go
unnoticed by the local government. Historically, retention overall has hovered around 67% for
the last few decades. Four-year public and four-year private hover in the area of 74% while
community colleges, though lower, have showed some improvement to 56% compared to 51%
years earlier (Adams, 2011).
Retention Compounded-in Practice
Retention, as explained in the preceding paragraphs, has demonstrated how a small
change in retention can have large effects in the future. In 1983, a program at Cornell University
was founded called The Cornell Tradition. This program was developed to help those promising
undergraduates with scholarships in the hopes that it would allow them to save money and go
onto graduate school or work in the non-profit sector. However, as shown by Mulugetta, Nash,
and Murphy (1999) it ended up doing much more. Six goals of the program include service
work, leadership, learning, research, inquiry, and academic achievement. This program boasts
an eighty-six percent retention rate for those undergraduates enrolled in the program. This
program is as integrated as a program can be designed, having all of the different components
that compliment and reinforce each other. The Traditions program meets all of the above
compounding retention variables as described, making these program participants strong
supporting alumnus and active members of society (Mulugetta et al., 1999; Scannel & Simpson,
1996).
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Retention as Human Capital Theory
As mentioned in the previous section, retention has an economic perspective. This
perspective does not receive as much attention as the psychological perspectives of being
satisfied and content with your higher education choice. Human Capital Theory has also been
discussed in the realm of retention. Becker (2009), purports that individuals derive economic
benefits from investment in health, training, education, and nutrition. This theory allows for an
individual to choose to attend college or not. Through this thought process, it allows each
member of society to decide whether and how much to invest in their own human capital (Chen,
2008). Additional years of education are expected to raise productivity and this is shown in the
annual earnings potential of a worker completing a bachelor’s degree compared to a worker who
did not complete a bachelor’s degree in 2002. The median annual wages for a worker who
accomplished this bachelor’s degree was $15,499 higher than a worker who did not (Perna,
2003). Wolpin (1977) showed that Human Capital Theory was also important to self-employed
workers and their need for additional schooling, commenting that schooling was only important
if it would increase their human capital. In broad terms, the human capital model indicates that
policies that either decrease the expected costs of college or increase the expected benefits of
college would increase the likelihood that a student would choose to attend college and stay at
that college. Research on the effects of each of the primary components of expected benefits and
expected costs on student enrollment decisions has generated consistent findings in support of
the key elements of the human capital model (Paulsen & Toutkoushian, 2008). Because of the
strength of the human capital model and the increase of taxable dollars along with the economic
down turn, governments have taken a renewed interest in higher education. These governments
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believe that a better educated population will, in effect, provide a stronger economy (Yorke,
2006).
Businesses have looked at human capital theory and retention in education for years
through their tuition reimbursement programs. Many of these employee programs provide
opportunities to take classes but have an agreement that the employee will remain at that
particular business a number of years after graduation. As a result, businesses have adopted
differentiated workforce strategies that make this program useful to retain employees. Benson,
Finegold, and Mohrman (2004) found that for individuals who enter a firm who are not already
college graduates, a tuition reimbursement program appears to be a particularly effective means
to encourage the more ambitious to invest the time needed to improve their skills. For those in
their study who obtained associates or bachelor's degrees, tuition reimbursement enhanced
retention while they were studying and was not associated with an increase in turnover when
they completed their degrees. In contrast, tuition reimbursement also increased retention for
those studying for advanced degrees by attending to the match between their new skills and their
job (Benson et al., 2004).
Retention as Social Capital
Social Capital has two popular contributors, Robert D. Putnam and Pierre Bourdieu.
Putnam explains the concept of social capital as having three components: moral obligations to
social norms, social values, and social networks. Putnam’s main point is; where there is a wellfunctioning economic system and a high level of political integration, this is where the successful
accumulation of social capital resides (Putnam Leonardi, & Nanetti, 1994). Bourdieu, on the
other hand, identifies three dimensions that all relate back to class. Those relationships are
economic, cultural and social. This perspective becomes a resource in the struggles that are
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carried out in the different social fields, drawing attention to the conflict as it relates to the power
struggle in a region (Bourdieu, 1977).
Recent studies by Avery and Daly (2010) have found that a student’s densely connected
web of interaction both on and off campus results in social capital, and that provided an
increased likelihood of degree attainment or retention. The relationship that was found between
socioeconomic status and cultural and Social Capital cannot be ignored (Avery & Daly, 2010).
As stated before, retention is not just one office or person’s responsibility in higher education.
According to Gasman and Palmer (2008), college success does not lie in the hand of any one
person; rather, the entire university community is responsible for deploying social capital in a
way that promotes student persistence and retention. College and university administration
should consider urging faculty to move beyond their prescribed roles of teaching and research to
establish meaningful relationships with their students (Gasman & Palmer, 2008)
Schlossberg’s Theory of Marginality and Mattering
As Astin (1975) and other retention theorists posit, the key to retention is getting the
student more fully involved in the community of the institution or the outside community (Bean
& Metzner, 1985; Kamens, 1971; Pascerella, 1980; Spady, 1971; Summerskill, 1962; Tinto,
1975;). There are some examples given when researching these theories that they have written
about but Schlossberg defines a construct to specify how this involvement can be obtained. This
construct allows those involved in retention to consider whether this student felt marginalized or
if they matter (1989). Mattering as a feeling perceived by a student was first described by
Rosenburg and McCullough (1981, p. 165) in which they stated that mattering referred to the
individual’s feeling that he or she counts and others depend on that person, are concerned about
our fate, or experience as an ego-extension. Marginalization was first discussed through Park
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and Stonequist as the theory of the marginal man. Their combined theory explains that when an
individual who is shaped and molded by one culture is brought by migration, education,
marriage, or other influence into permanent contact with a culture of a different content, or when
an individual from birth is initiated into two or more historic traditions, languages, political
loyalties, moral codes, or religions, then he is likely to find himself on the margin of each
culture, but a member of neither (Goldberg, 1941; Park, 1928; Stonequist, 1937). Though these
themes are separate polar opposites they do connect us all no matter our age, socioeconomic
background or gender. These two themes allow a person (student) to understand complex
feelings and these can help develop some coping strategies. With that in mind we can begin to
understand what changes during the college experience, leading to stronger retention
(Schlossberg, 1989). A recent study by Rayle and Chung (2007) found that Schlossberg’s
Theory of Marginality and Mattering is as important in the twentieth century as it was in the
decade when he first researched the theory. First year students today confront social and
academic challenges and need to know that the social support of the institution and friends see
them as mattering (Rayle & Chung, 2007).
Retention and the Robin Hood Theory
Looking at retention as compared to tuition increases, one cannot help but wonder what
steps are being taken in order to alleviate the stress of these increases and to help raise retention.
Tuition discounting, a relatively old practice; whereby the institution lowers the published tuition
price, has recently been augmented by a new practice aimed at helping with retention and even
recruitment. When tuition discounting first started it was intended to create a more diverse
student body at most institutions. This new discounting practice, however is different and has
been given the term of “Robin Hood” by St. John (1994). This strategy started with schools
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looking for a way to fight the increase in tuition dollars by using a portion of their tuition
increase to help increase financial aid (St. John, 1992). “This “Robin Hood” strategy allows a
targeted approach to reducing the inequities in the public financing of higher education and this
can help mitigate the negative consequences of modest price increases on enrollments and
generate sufficient new revenues to make quality improvements” (St. John, 1994, pp. 325). This
strategy was once only practiced by the private institutions, but is now being employed by the
public institutions to optimize revenues (Hossler, 2000). These tuition increases that are
redistributed can now be used to help retain those needy returning students that did not have an
increase in financial aid.
The Robin Hood Theory is good for possible retention but the question that the literature
raises in regards to actual dollars per student could be the theory’s Achilles heel. It is important
that the enrollment management officer is in tune with the net tuition differences that normal
discounting or the Robin Hood Theory causes. These net tuition decreases caused by the
discounting is effectively using operational revenue in order to give merit based scholarships.
Though this is seen as a positive from the student consumer point of view the time is coming
when this will be seen as a major expense by the university. However, as the Robin Hood
Theory has been progressing for many years the bidding war will continue, and in the end tuition
will continue to rise and the consumer will shoulder that burden (Russo, 1999).
Retention and Herzberg Two-Factor Theory
The Herzberg Two-Factor theory used for retention was first seen in an article by
DeShields, Kara, and Kaynak (2005). This theory postulates that “certain factors operate only to
increase job satisfaction and that there would be other factors with the power to decrease job
satisfaction” (Herzberg, Mausner, & Snyderman 1959, pp. 80). Herzberg (1966) later listed
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these factors as motivators and hygiene factors. Motivators, as Herzberg (1966) listed, for
employees could be challenging work and responsibility and hygiene factors would be pay and
fringe benefits. In Deshields et al. (2005), the Herzberg Theory, as it is related to higher
education, describes motivators as faculty performance and classes while hygiene factors include
the performance of the advising staff. The article reiterates the important parts described above
about students regarding retention and to prove that it is the quality of the experiences and
relationships that benefit both a higher education institution and its society. “Thus, there is a
symbiotic relationship between the student, college or university and society as a whole”
(DeShields, et al., 2005, pp. 137).
Pell Grants as the Differentiator:
Higher Education Act of 1964
As mentioned previously, the Higher Education Act (HEA) of 1964 was a landmark bill
encouraging the Federal government to take a more active role in education. Many of these
changes are located in Title IV of the HEA of 1964. This legislation was created for the lower
and middle income student to attend college. After the Serviceman’s Readjustment Act of 1944
(G.I. Bill), success of those returning from the war was causing great stimulation in higher
education, it was only natural for the government to now assist the remaining public that was in
need of being educated and contributing to the “Great Society.” During the time when the HEA
of 1964 was signed, Michael Harrington, an intellectual and political writer commented,
“America, in which thirty-two million of our citizens live without adequate education, housing or
medical care” (Humphrey, 1966, p. 6). This bill was meant to change these people’s lives.
The HEA bill is significant for several reasons. First, it established a significant role of the
federal government in higher education; secondly, it made higher education available to the
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broad population; thirdly, it created the basic framework for financial aid still followed today;
and finally it acknowledged that financial aid is not enough to support college access (Long,
2012). One of the most powerful and now politically controversial parts of that bill was the
Educational Opportunity Grant (EOG). The EOG was a need based grant which gave low
income students a form of aid that did not need to be repaid. In the ten years that the War on
Poverty; a time when national poverty was around nineteen percent, was enacted by President
Johnson, total federal aid was 1.6 billion in 2010 dollars. Prior to the War on Poverty starting
the national poverty reached over 16 billion (2010 dollars) by the time the HEA of 1972 was
signed (Long 2012). The awarding of grants made up most of this increase in federal spending,
and due to this the amendments of the HEA of 1972 were renamed from the EOG to Basic
Educational Opportunity Grant.
1972 Amendments to the Higher Education Act
The reauthorization of the HEA in 1972 brought some changes and beginnings that
continue to haunt the current Pell program, referred to in the HEA of 1972 as the Basic
Educational Opportunity Grant. In this reauthorization, Congress began shifting the financing of
higher education from direct institutional support to the student, based on need (Turkel, 2012).
By doing so, Congress hoped that student aid could be used as a way to harness market forces for
enhancing the quality of higher education. Students voting with their feet would take their
federal aid to institutions that met their needs, and less satisfactory institutions would wither
(Gladieux, 1995). Originally, the EOG from the HEA of 1965 required each institution to define
the rules determining who was needy, and it distributed funds based upon the number of students
enrolled in the state as opposed to the financial standing of perspective students (Cervantes et al.,
2005). Allowing students to decide where they would use their grant money became even greater
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when Congress allowed proprietary schools to now benefit from Title IV monies. A decision
that has, in current times, been questioned due to those schools’ ability to capture large amounts
of federal student aid and cause students to rack up debt; however, these schools do serve a
specific student of the educational population. The initial level of funding to the BEOG was
$1,400 per year for each student. This was to be seen as a floor in order to build other aid off of
to allow access to higher education for the neediest of students. Other requirements that allow
these to go to the neediest of students are the availability of these grants only to undergraduate
students that have yet to earn a degree. Students must also have a high school diploma or
equivalent. In all, the Reauthorization of 1972 shifted the emphasis from loans to grants for the
neediest of all students.
1992 Amendments to the Higher Education Act
The HEA reauthorization of 1992 is important because, at its time of passage, the
legislation authorized what was more than three quarters of all financial aid available to students
enrolled in post- secondary education in the United States (Hannah, 1996). At that time, the
federal government shifted away from increased grants to increased loans. A cause of these
changes could be attributed to the generation of policy makers and education leaders that crafted
federal policy between 1965 and the mid-1990s having left positions of power. It then left policy
making to a new generation who were entrusted with important decisions that views higher
education today more as a consumer product rather than a social good who’s benefits are
publicly shared (Forest & Kinser, 2002). This statement helps demonstrate the move from grant
funding to personal loans taken by the students. In the 20 years since the changes to the
BEOG/Pell Grants, college costs have risen and the expansion of college eligibility has
increased, thus, leaving less for the neediest of students due to the flat appropriations of grant
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funding. Seftor and Turner (2002) found that a $1,000 decrease in grant aid in 1986 reduced the
probability of college enrollment by 1.3-1.5%.
Due to these rising costs of higher education, the Pell Grant purchasing power at this time
dropped nearly 14% from its original purchasing power of covering 30% of the cost of college
when the HEA of 1972 was signed. These problems were occurring and causing the Pell grant to
decrease in spending power. Solutions for these problems did arise. One of the solutions was
the support for Direct Loans from the government and ending the profit taking by the banks.
Another was to make the Pell an entitlement. But neither of these ideas gained any traction due
to the economic problems in the late 1980s and the major players being in an election year. The
1980s economy saw an increase cost of 45% to attend college when the disposable income for
that time only rose by 15% (Hartle, 1990).
2008 Amendments to the Higher Education Act
With no great expansions in the HEA coming since 1992, the Pell Grant would be stuck
in a holding pattern for the next 16 years until 2008. During this reauthorization, the Pell Grant
was increased in size to a maximum award of $6,000 and incremental increases to $8,000 for the
2014-2015 academic year. The minimum award was also increased to an amount of 10% of the
maximum award replacing the $400 minimum award previously given to students (Smole et al.,
2008). Along with these increases the HEA of 2008 created what was termed the “Secondary
Pell Grant.” These Secondary Pell Grants essentially allowed a student the opportunity to enroll
in summer classes. This was set to begin in the 2009-2010 academic year; however, this socalled “year round Pell Grant” was terminated after the first summer of eligibility in an effort to
strengthen the new Pell Grant maximums and reduce the Pell Grant deficits. When this new
program was eliminated after only one summer of use it was projected to have saved 8 billion
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dollars for fiscal year 2012 and almost 49 billion dollars over a decade (Evans et al., 2011).
When this new Pell Grant was eliminated, many advocates expressed that it would hurt the
financially independent student over the age of twenty-four, of those students 32% of them were
in the for-profit educational system. At the end of the day preserving the maximum amount of
the Pell Grant is more important to any advocate than seeing overall cuts (Quizon, 2011). Cuts
from this past HEA were not the only subtraction done to the Pell Grant funding equation. An
add-on for students who majored in science, technology, engineering and math was also not
reinstated for the 2011-2012 academic year. These two programs, SMART Grants and
Academic Competitiveness Grants, were designed to entice more low income students into
taking rigorous classes in high demand fields. The SMART Grant program was designed for
freshman and sophomore students, while the Academic Competitiveness Grant was then
designed for those students to move into for their junior and senior years. Congress
appropriated $790 million dollars for this program, a substantial savings with it not being
reinstated but possibly a great loss for a poorly marketed program designed to help the neediest
of students. In a final push during 2011, Congress made additional changes to Pell with The
Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2011. These changes were limiting the use of Pell to 12
months from 18 months; the automatic zero EFC income thresholds was reduced from $32,000
to $23,000; and students who do not have a high school diploma or GED can no longer qualify
for federal student aid by passing an Ability-to-Benefit Test (Kantrowitx, 2012).
Retention Differentiated by the Pell Grant
In a working paper by Dynarski, it was shown that aid such as the Higher Education Act
pays dividends in the form of ongoing educational investment and college attendance. A student
who starts college with aid is more likely to continue (2003). Furthermore, Bettinger (2004)
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showed in his study on Four Year Ohio Colleges that Pell Grants reduce dropout rates by 4% for
every $1,000 increase. These studies show that the Pell Grant, the nation’s largest need-based
aid program, is important to the retention of a student in college and even to make her/him
enroll. Tinto discussed the retention of low income students stating that only forty-one percent
of those whose family’s income were less than $25,000 would complete a degree, meaning that
59% would not even be retained. Pell Grant recipients are more likely to persist than nonrecipients (Tinto, 2004). These families need the Pell Grant because they just don’t have the
sufficient resources to pay the bills for higher education but it shows that when received these
students are placed on a more level playing field and the Pell is the differentiator in retaining
these students. The Pell Grant though currently is only covering twenty-seven percent of the
average college tuition and fees, compared to when the Pell Grant was started and the award
covered two-thirds of the average tuition and fees to attend college (Cahalan & Perna, 2015).
Chapter Summary
After looking more at the in-depth growth of the government’s stake in education through
the Pell Grant, this research will show that tuition increases since the Great Recession of 2007
are greatly impacting the retention rates of many colleges and universities. By using the Pell
Grant as a differentiator, it will show that those universities heavily reliant on the Pell Grant
students are the most effected by tuition increases as it pertains to retention. This is important
because retention in four year public institutions across the United States has increased
marginally from 2007 through 2011 from 78% to 79% respectively (Snyder & Dillow, 2013).
Tuition increases are a broad stroke as to retention but they are the seeds that lay within the
broader perspective of retention (Weddington, 2016). In chapter 3, I will present the
methodology used to carry out this study.
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Chapter 3
Methodology
Overview of Research Methodology
The purpose of this study is to look at the retention of first-time college students after
their first year in college and compare these retention rates to tuition increases. This data was
controlled by the percentage of these institutions’ undergraduate population receiving the Pell
Grant. The time frame that the study has concentrated on will coincide with the beginning of the
national housing bubble which began in the year 2004 and continued through 2014 (Phillips &
Yu, 2011). Since the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) did not start
collecting all of the three data points congruently until the 2008 academic year, the study began
at this time. This time frame was also chosen because of the burst of the housing market bubble
and the effect it had sending the country into what is commonly known as the “Great Recession”
(Byun, 2010).
This quantitative study has used inferential statistics including correlation analysis, linear,
and multiple regression analysis. Quantitative research is a means for testing objective theories
by examining the relationship among variables. These variables, in turn, can be analyzed using
statistical procedures (Creswell, 2003). This method was chosen to enable the researcher to
explore the relationship between the increases in tuition to the retention of students at four year
public universities in the United States. The time frame that the relationship has measured
included the 2007-2008 academic year through the 2013-2014 academic year. The correlational
design study is a quantitative method of research in which you have two or more quantitative
variables from the same group of subjects, and you are trying to determine if there is a
relationship between the two variables (Creswell, 2003). This was appropriate because of the
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recent economic impact on receiving an education at a four-year public institution and the
assumption that tuition can no longer increase at the currents rates. Using the percentage of
undergraduates receiving Pell Grant dollars for use at the institutions only further strengthens
what the literature states that the purchasing power of the Pell Grant has become nonexistent and
causing those students to not continue their educational pursuits (Goldrick-Rab, 2014).
Research Questions
The research questions that served as a guide for this study were:
1.

When looking at public four year institutions in the Southeastern and
Southwestern United States, what is the relationship between tuition increases and
retention for first-time college students?

2.

When looking at public four year institutions in the Southeastern and
Southwestern United States, what is the relationship between first time freshman
having the Pell grant and retention of first-time college students?

3.

When looking at retention at public four year institutions in the Southeastern and
Southwestern United States, what is the relationship between tuition increases and
the number of Pell grant recipients in relation to the retention of those students?

Research Context
The institutions that were used for this study were four-year public institutions. These
institutions were taken from the Southeast and Southwest regions in the United States. These
two regions were chosen because of the evidence that the states in this region were hit the
hardest by the Great Recession (Yagan, 2016). The institutions in these regions were identified
by using the College Navigator on the IPEDS website. The states in the Southeastern Region are
Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, South
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Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia, and West Virginia. The states in the Southwestern Region are
Arizona, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and Texas. The College Navigator allows for selection by
criteria. The criterion sampling for selection were: (1) public institution, (2) four-year, and (3)
located in the Southwest and Southeast regions of the United States.
Population
The population for this study consisted of data collected from the Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS). The Integrated Postsecondary Education Data
System is the heart of the postsecondary data collection program for the National Center for
Educational Statistics (NCES), a part of the Institute for Education Sciences within the United
States Department of Education (National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), a Part of the
U.S. Department of Education, n.d.). The Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System was
used and the Data Center was accessed to determine tuition increases, retention figures, and the
percentage of undergraduates receiving Pell Grants. Because of these three variables different
location within Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System the schools’ “unit id” was used
to combine the data as a common field. A unit ID from the Integrated Postsecondary Education
Data System is a unique identification number assigned to postsecondary institutions surveyed.
Sample
The data for this research study was derived from using the IPEDS database and limiting
the institutions to four-year public institutions through the use of the College Navigator. The
data contained participants that are full-time first- time degree/certificate-seeking undergraduate
students in the fall semester. The number of participants varied by institution, but collectively,
included nearly 350,000 students at 297 public four-year institutions.
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Data Collection
All of the data for this study was retrieved from a publicly available archival source
through the Institute of Education and Sciences National Center for Educational Statistics
website. The data that was retrieved was the retention, Pell Grant and tuition cost data in
aggregate from the subsections of the National Center for Education Statistics site called
Integrated Post-Secondary Education Data System (IPEDS). This data was collected and
downloaded via the College Navigator and IPEDS Data Center links. IPEDS data is posted to
the site based on nine interrelated survey components that are collected over three collection
periods each year - fall, winter, and spring. Only fall data was used for this study. Data is
publicly released in the IPEDS Data Center within one year after the data collection closes. The
data was exported directly to Statistical Package for the Social Sciences and Microsoft Excel.
Data Source
IPEDS is a database of interrelated surveys conducted annually by the U.S. Department’s
National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). IPEDS gathers information from more than
7,500 institutions, including every college, university, and technical and vocational institution
that participates in the federal student financial aid programs, also known as Title IV Institutions.
The Higher Education Act of 1965, as amended, requires that institutions that participate in
federal student aid programs report data on enrollments, program completions, graduation rates,
faculty and staff, finances, institutional prices, and student financial aid. These data are made
available to students and parents through the College Navigator college search Web site and to
researchers and others through the IPEDS Data Center (National Center for Education Statistics
(NCES), a Part of the U.S. Department of Education, n.d.).
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The data accessed from the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System- Data
Center is continuous from the 2007-2008 academic year until the 2013-2014 academic year. For
this study, four-year public degree granting undergraduate postsecondary institutions located in
the Southeast and Southwestern Regions of the United States were used.
This study evaluated the tuition increases for four-year public degree granting
undergraduate postsecondary institutions in the Southeastern and Southwestern Regions of the
United States. There were a total of 297 institutions identified that met this criteria, which had
students enrolled who were receiving Pell Grants. This designation was self-selected by the
universities when populating the data for the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System.
Reliability and Validity
The U.S. Department’s National Center for Education Statistics sees reliability and
validity as an important part of the collection of data from postsecondary institutions. In 2000,
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System redesigned the data collection by implementing
a web based data form that shortened data processing time and provided better data consistency
(National Center for Educational Statistics, 2013). In 2005, the National Center of Education
Statistics within the U.S. Department of Education initiated a study with the intent to improve
the ability to judge the reliability and validity of data. This study found that submissions that
were modified by eligible Title IV institutions were small and had very minimal impact on the
originally reported data and had better accuracy than a proprietary source of education data
(Jackson, Peecksen, Jang, & Sukasih, 2005).
Independent Variables
This study used two independent variables. The first independent variable is the tuition
increase. The tuition increase was found by taking the reported fall tuition from one year and
39

subtracting it from the prior year. This increase was then computed as a percentage of the prior
year’s tuition. This variable is important because the New York Times reported that because of
weak economic conditions on states growing budgets, the need to increase college tuition was
building rapidly (Lewin, 2008). The second independent variable was the percentage of students
receiving Pell Grants at the institution. IPEDS provides this data as a percentage of the entire
first time fulltime undergraduate population.
Dependent Variables
This study has one dependent variable. The dependent variable is the retention rate. The
retention rate was self-reported by each institution. The retention number, a measure of the rate
at which students persist in their educational program at an institution, is expressed as a
percentage.
Hypotheses
Tuition Increases and Retention. Previous research performed as a comparison of years
1991-1992 to 2006-2007 has shown that tuition elasticity has been seen to effect enrollment at
four-year public universities (Hemelt & Marcotte, 2011). In a study by Turner (2002), it was
stated that:
Among individuals aged twenty-three in 1970, 23 percent of high school graduates had
completed a BA degree, while about 51 percent had enrolled in college for some period
since high school graduation. For the same age group in 1999, the share of high school
graduates who had enrolled in college at some point rose substantially, to 67 percent,
while the share receiving a BA degree rose only slightly, to 24 percent of the cohort.
Thus, for college participants measured in their early twenties, completion rates fell by
more than 25 percent over this interval. (p. 13)
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Consequently, the first hypothesis can be made:
H1: Tuition increases are likely to cause a decrease in retention within the Southeastern
and Southwestern regions due to their financial impact during the Great Recession.
Retention and the Pell Grant. Need-based aid such as Pell Grants increases the
likelihood of a student being retained from their Freshman to Sophomore year of college. In an
article written well before the Great Recession of 2008, and echoing what is happening currently
with public dollars due to the lagging economy, the Pell Grant was founded to impact the
enrollment of students into higher education (Kane, 1995). A more recent study found that needbased aid like the Pell Grant decreases the inequality of college graduation and is an effective
approach to keeping students enrolled in college (Goldrick-Rab, Kelchen, Harris, & Benson,
2016). As a result, the following hypothesis can be made:
H2: Students receiving Pell are more likely to persist and be retained.
H3: Four-year public institutions with more Pell Grant recipients are more likely to have
increased retention when tuition is increased in the Southeastern and Southwestern
Regions.
Data Analysis
The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences for Windows (version 19.0, SPSS,
Chicago, IL) was used to analyze the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data. The Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data presents the tuition, retention, and Pell Grants percentage rates for
all post-secondary institutions in the United States. This data analysis is specific to universities
in the United States. For this study, only institutions that were four-year public degree granting
undergraduate postsecondary institutions in the Southwest and Southeastern regions were
analyzed. A Pearson Product-Moment Correlations was computed for the seven academic years
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for the 279 schools to find the relationship, if any, among tuition and retention in the universities
located in these regions. A second Pearson Product Moment Correlation was completed for only
those universities that have Pell Grant recipients enrolled to find the relationship, if any, among
tuition and retention in these universities. This design was chosen because it allows the
prediction of an outcome (Creswell, 2014). Cohen’s (1988) effect size guidelines were used
along with a p-value of .01. This was chosen because of the many variables that affect retention
that were found while researching the topic of retention, as seen in the literature review and the
large sample size (Creswell, 2003, 2014). The independent variable can be continuous, binary, or
categorical. The independent variable addressed in the research question is the tuition change
from one academic year to the next. The dependent variable must be continuous and is the rate
at which a public four-year institution retained students after these tuition increases. The initial
judgement of a possible relationship was made on the basis of a scatter plot (scatter graph). This
type of plot will show whether the relationship is linear or nonlinear. The Pell Grant was used as
an additional independent variable based on the percentage of students that were receiving a Pell
Grant at the public four-year university in the Southwest and Southeastern Regions. Because of
this second independent variable a multiple regression was run to explain the variance of each
independent variable as well as the combined effect of the independent variables looking for a
causal relationship between them and the dependent variable. A multiple regression is the most
common form of linear regression analysis. This predictive analysis is used to explain the
relationship between one continuous dependent variable from two or more independent
variables. The independent variable can be continuous or categorical (Creswell, 2014).
The researcher has received IRB approval using the initial review request under the
exempt research study type. As described above, the data that was used in the research study
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falls into the category as described by the Institutional Review Board as a secondary analysis of
existing data. The researcher believes that because of the use of existing, publicly available data
an exemption was granted under the code of federal regulations 45 CFR 46.101(b).
Chapter Summary
This chapter explained the methods and procedures used to provide the insight to whether
tuition increases have any effect on retention of students. The problem, research design,
population, instrumentation, variables, data analysis, reliability and validity were all presented.
The following presentation of the data in chapter four will address the research questions. This
will then be followed by chapter 5 where the discussion, conclusion and recommendations of
future research will be shared.
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Chapter 4
Results
Chapter one introduced the idea that there could be a correlation between the rising cost
of tuition and the Great Recession causing those students attending college for the first time to
not persist. It went on to describe the idea that Pell Grant students could be more affected
because of the outside financial pressures in their families. Chapter 2 reviewed the literature of
retention theory along with the history of what is now the Pell Grant. Chapter 3 provided the
methodology used in the research. In this chapter, the results of the research are analyzed and
the research questions will be answered. As mentioned in chapter 3, a Pearson product-moment
correlation was run for research questions 1 and 2. Table 1 below gives the reader a concise
understanding of the correlation and the interpretation for use as these research questions are
answered. It also shows the size of correlation and how that correlation should be interpreted. A
correlation will show a mutual relationship or a connection between two variables, this
correlation can be positive or negative. When the relationship is positive both variables are
increasing or decreasing mutually at the same time. If the correlation is negative one variable is
receding while the other variable is progressing. A correlation greater than .30 or -.30 is seen to
have a moderate positive or negative correlation between the two variables being tested (Cohen,
1988). In this case these variables will be the percent of tuition increase, the percentage of
students receiving the Pell grant, and the percentage of student retention at four-year public
universities in the southeastern and southwestern regions of the United States.
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Table 1
Interpreting Size of Correlation Coefficient, Cohen (1988)
Size of Correlation
Interpretation
______________________________________________________________________________
.50 to 1.00 (-.50 to -1.00)
Large relationship positive (negative) correlation
.30 to .50 (-.30 to -.50)
Moderate positive (negative) correlation
.10 to .30 (-.10 to -.30)
Small positive (negative) correlation
.00 to .10 (-.00 to .30)
No relationship (negative) correlation

The use of the Pearson product-moment correlation was chosen because it is a measure of
strength of a linear association between two variables. This is important because the research
questions that were designed are looking at the relationship between the percentage of retention
and the variables of the percentage of tuition increases and the percentage of students receiving
the Pell grant. This correlation analysis presented in the first two research questions will show
the linear strength if any between these variables.
Research Question 1
1:When looking at public four year institutions in the Southeastern and Southwestern
United States, what is the relationship between tuition increases and retention for first-time
college students?
A Pearson Product-Moment Correlation was computed for seven academic years for the
279 public institutions in the Southeastern and Southwestern regions of the United States for the
combined academic years. The number of institutions was decreased from 279 to the 267
because those remaining institutions reported data inconsistently over the seven academic years
from 2008 through 2014. The inconsistency was due to not reporting at least three of the seven
years. The independent variable addressed in the research question is the percentage tuition
increase from one academic year to the next. The dependent variable is the percentage at which
45

a public four-year institution retained students after tuition increases from a first time freshman
to their sophomore year.
For the academic years 2007-2008 through 2013-2014, the overall retention mean was
70.93 and the standard deviation was 11.75, and the overall tuition increase mean was 6.98 with
a standard deviation of 9.86 (see Table 2 for the means and standard deviations for the
percentage tuition increases and the percentage of retention rates). The means that are given in
the table are the averages of the percentage of each variable when all of the values of the
observations are added together and divided by the number of observations. The standard
deviations are a summary measure of the differences of each observation from the mean.
Table 2
Descriptive Stats for Percentage of Retention Rate and
Percentage of Tuition Increase

Percent Retention Rate
Percent Tuition Increase

M
70.93
6.98

SD
11.75
9.86

N
1562
1700

In summary, this table shows that the average retention rate for these academic years was almost
71% when tuition was increased nearly 7%. These findings described in the table support those
numbers discussed in chapter 1 through the articles published by the College Board (2014) and
U.S. News and World Reports (2014).
A Pearson Product-Moment Correlation was performed to assess the overall relationship
between the percent of tuition increase and the percentage of retention. Table 3 shows the
Pearson correlation for each of the variables tested in research question one. The Pearson
Correlation presented measures the strength and the direction of the linear relationship between
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the two variables. The Sig. (2-tailed) is the p = value associated with the correlation and the N is
the total numbers of observations that were used in the correlation. Because some of the
universities did not report their tuition, retention rate, or Pell grant data in some of the years the
N is different for each of the variables.
There was a positive but not a significant correlation found when this was completed.
As Table 3 reveals, the value of R is .048, making R² .002 meaning that the Percentage of Tuition
Increase and Percent of Retention share a .2% of the variance between themselves. According to
Creswell (2014, p. 358), regression analysis is the appropriate technique because it explores “the
extents to which two or more variables co-vary, that is, where changes in one variable are
reflected in changes in the other.”
Table 3
The Correlations Between Percentage of Retention and Percentage of Tuition
Increase

Percent Retention
Rate

Percent Tuition
Increase

Pearson
Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson
Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Percent
Retention Rate

Percent Tuition
Increase

1

0.04

1562

0.05
1562

0.04

1

0.05
1562

1700

The table showed that the percentage of students retained and the percentage of tuition increases
did not have a significant correlation even though the direction was positive. This same
correlation was utilized for the second research question.
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Research Question 2
2:When looking at public four year institutions in the Southeastern and Southwestern
United States, what is the relationship between first time freshman having the Pell grant and
retention of first-time college students?
A Pearson Product-Moment Correlation was computed for seven academic years for the
279 public institutions in the southeastern and southwestern regions of the United States for the
combined academic years. The number of institutions was decreased from 279 to 267 because
those remaining institutions reported data inconsistently over the seven academic years from
2008 through 2014. The inconsistency was due to not reporting at least three of the seven years.
The independent variable addressed in the research question is the percentage of students
receiving Pell Grants. The dependent variable is the percentage at which a public four-year
institution retained students after tuition increases from a first time freshman to their sophomore
year.
For the academic years 2007-2008 through 2013-2014, the overall retention mean was
70.93 and the standard deviation was 13.53. For the academic years 2007-2008 through 20132014, the mean for the percentage of students receiving Pell Grants was 44.72 and the standard
deviation was 18.73 (see Table 4 for the means and standard deviations of the percentage of
those first-time students receiving the Pell Grant and the percentage of retention of first-time
students). The means are the averages of the percentage of each variable when all of the values
of the observations are added together and divided by the number of observations. The standard
deviations are a summary measure of the differences of each observation from the mean.
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Table 4
Descriptive Stats for Percentage of Tuition Increase and
Percentage of Students Receiving the Pell Grant

Percent Retention Rate
Percent Receiving Pell

M
70.93
44.72

SD
11.75
18.73

N
1562
1692

In summary, the table presented the average retention rate for these academic years was almost
71% while during this same time there were nearly 45% of each universities first-time freshman
receiving the Pell grant. This percentage of students receiving the Pell Grant in these regions is
in line with the national average as reported by the National Center for Educational Statistics
(NCES) for these years (National Center for Educational Statistics, 2015).
A Pearson Product-Moment Correlation was performed for the academic years 2007/08
through 2013/14 to assess the overall relationship between the retention rate percentage and the
percentage of those students receiving the Pell Grant. Table 4 shows the Pearson correlation for
each of the variables tested in research question two. The Pearson Correlation presented
measures the strength and the direction of the linear relationship between the two variables. The
Sig. (2-tailed) is the p=value associated with the correlation and the N is the total numbers of
observations that were used in the correlation. Because some of the universities did not report
data in some of the years, the N is different for each of the variables.
A negative and strong correlation was found when this was completed. As Table 4
presents the value of R is -.57, making R² .33 suggest that the retention rate percentage and the
percent of those receiving the Pell Grant share a 33% of a variance between themselves.
According to Creswell (2014), regression analysis is the appropriate technique because it
explores “the extents to which two or more variables co-vary, that is, where changes in one
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variable are reflected in changes in the other” (p. 358). See Table 5 for the correlation analysis
of percentage of retention to the percentage of those students receiving the Pell grant.
Table 5
The Correlations Between Percentage of Retention Rate and Percentage of Students
Receiving the Pell Grant
Percent Retention
Rate
Percent Retention Rate

Percent Receiving Pell

Pearson
Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson
Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Percent
Receiving Pell
1

-0.57

1562

0.00
1562

-0.57

1

0.00
1562

1692

The table presented data showing a relationship that was strongly negatively correlated. This
strong negative correlation leads to the need to run a multiple regression analysis and answer
research question three.
Research Question 3
3: When looking at retention at public four year institutions in the Southeastern and
Southwestern United States, what is the relationship between tuition increases and the number of
Pell grant recipients in relation to the retention of those students?
A multiple regression analysis was completed for the seven academic years for the 279
public institutions in the Southeastern and Southwestern regions of the United States for the
combined academic years. The number of institutions was decreased from 279 to 267 because
those remaining institutions reported data inconsistently over the seven academic years from
2008 through 2014. The independent variables addressed in the research question are the
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percentage tuition increased from one academic year to the next and the percentage of those
students receiving Pell Grants. The dependent variable was the rate at which a public four-year
institution retained those students.
The descriptive statistics for the academic years 2007/08 through 2013/14 when running
the multiple regression analysis were the overall retention mean was 70.93 and the standard
deviation was 11.75, the overall percentage tuition increase mean was 7.30 with a standard
deviation of 8.41, and the percentage of students receiving the Pell Grant the mean was 43.75
and the standard deviation was 18.86 (see Table 6 for the mean and standard deviations for the
percentage of tuition increase, the percentage of students receiving the Pell Grant and the
percentage of retention). The means that are given in the table are the averages of the percentage
of each variable when all of the values of the observations are added together and divided by the
number of observations. The standard deviations are a summary measure of the differences of
each observation from the mean.
Table 6
Descriptive Stats for Percentage of Retention Rate, Percentage of
Tuition Increase, and Percentage of Students Receiving the Pell
Grant

Percent Retention Rate
Percent Tuition Increase
Percent Receiving Pell

M
70.93
7.30
43.75

SD
11.75
8.41
18.86

N
1562
1562
1562

In summary, this table shows that the average retention rate is almost 71% when tuition is
increased by 7% and the percentage of Pell students at an institution are around 44%. As
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discussed in the previous two research questions, these are all on track as to reports in U.S. News
and World Reports and NCES (2014, 2015).
After running a multiple regression analysis for the academic years collectively, it was
discovered that the percentage of tuition increases and the percentage of students receiving Pell
grants had an effect on the percentage of retention. The regression analysis produced a R2 of .34
(F(2,1561)=393.08, p=.000) for the prediction of retention. This translates into 34 percent of the
time the predictor variables of the percentage of tuition increase and the percentage of those
students receiving the Pell Grant account for the retention of a student. The strongest predictor
being the percentage of students receiving the Pell Grant ( = -.57), of which is shown from
these results to have negative relationship to retention (Creswell, 2014). Results suggest that
those universities that have a high Pell Grant percentage of students will have negative
relationship with their retention rate percentage. The next predictor the percentage of the tuition
increase ( = .04) has only a slight relationship to the retention of a student. Table 7 below
shows the R which is the correlation between the observed and predicted variables. The R2 is the
proportion of variance in the dependent variable (retention) which can be explained by the
independent variables (percent tuition increase and percent Pell grant). This is an overall
measure of the strength of association and does not reflect the extent to which any particular
independent variable is associated with the dependent variable. The adjusted R2 is an adjustment
that penalizes the addition of extraneous predictors in the model. Finally, the standard error of
the estimate is comparable to the standard deviation as explained above.
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Table 7
Model Summary
Std. Error
Model
R
R Square
of the
Estimate
a
1
.58
0.34
0.33
9.58
a. Predictors: (Constant), Percent Receiving Pell, Percent Tuition
Increase
Adjusted R
Square

Table 7 shows that the model can explain approximately 35% of the variation for retention being
explained by the percentage of a tuition increase and the percentage of those students receiving
the Pell Grant.
Table 8 presents the ANOVA which was performed as part of the multilinear regression
analysis. The sum of squares shows the three sources of variance associated with the total,
residual, and regression (model). The total variance is split into the variance which can be
explained by the independent variables (regression) and the variance which is not explained by
the independent variables (residual). The degrees of freedom correspond to the number of
coefficient estimates minus one. The mean squares are the sum of squares divided by their
respective degrees of freedom (df). Finally, the F-statistic is found by the Mean Square
(regression) divided by the Mean Square (residual). This can then be associated with the p-value
used of .01 and test the null hypothesis that all of the model coefficients are zero.
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Table 8
ANOVA
Sum of
Mean
df
F
Sig.
Squares
Square
Regression 72285.15 2
36142.57
393.08 .000b
1
Residual
143344.52 1559
91.946
Total
215629.67 1561
a. Dependent Variable: Percen tRetention Rate
b. Predictors: (Constant), Percent Receiving Pell, Percent Tuition Increase
Model

Table 8 also revealed that the percentage of tuition increase and the percentage of those students
receiving the Pell Grant are a significant predictor of the percentage of those students retained,
F(2,1561)=393.08,p=.000.
Table 9 presents the coefficients of the multiple regression analysis. In the standardized
coefficients column under Beta, the variables in the equation were standardized and allowed all
of the variables to be placed on the same scale. This allows the researcher to compare
magnitudes of the coefficients to see which one had more of an effect on the constant (retention).
As mentioned earlier those percentage of students receiving the Pell Grant had the most effect.
This can also be discerned from looking at the t value which is the largest for the percentage of
students receiving the Pell Grant and that also has the lowest p-value.
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Table 9
Coefficients
Unstandardized
Coefficients

Model

B
1

(Constant)
Percent Tuition Increase
Percent Receiving Pell

86.21
6.15
-0.36

Std.
Error
0.64
2.88
0.01

Standardized
Coefficients

t

Sig.

132.75
2.13
-27.94

0.000
0.033
0.000

Beta
0.04
-0.57

Table 9 also reveals the percentage of those students retained was equal to the unstandardized
regression equation: Y’= 6.15X1 + -0.36X2 + 86.21. The variable of those percentages of
students receiving the Pell grant, as indexed by its  value of -0.57, was shown to have the
strongest relationship to the percentage of retention.
Hypothesis
Regarding RQ1. When looking at public four year institutions in the Southeastern and
Southwestern United States, what is the relationship between tuition increases and retention for
first-time college students? The researcher failed to reject the null hypothesis for the percentage
of tuition increases having correlation with the decrease in the percentage of students retained.
There was not a strong correlational relationship between these groups (p = .058) inferring that
the percentage of tuition increase does not have a relationship to the percentage of students
retained at a university.
Regarding RQ2. When looking at public four year institutions in the Southeastern and
Southwestern United States, what is the relationship between first time freshman having the Pell
grant and retention of first-time college students? The researcher failed to reject the null
hypothesis for the percentage of students receiving the Pell Grant enabling that those students the
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ability to persist and be retained by the universities in the southeastern and southwestern regions.
There was a strong relationship in the correlation results (p = .000), however, they were
negatively correlated.
Regarding RQ3. When looking at retention at public four year institutions in the
Southeastern and Southwestern United States, what is the relationship between tuition increases
and the number of Pell grant recipients in relation to the retention of those students? The
researcher failed to reject the null hypothesis that the percentage of retention would be positively
affected when both the percentage of tuition increases and the percentage of those students
receiving the Pell Grant were statistically analyzed using multi linear regression analysis. There
was significance found in the overall regression analysis but it was negatively significant as a
relationship predictor of retention. The significant predictor can explain 34% of the retention
using both independent variables (p = .000, R2=.335).
Final Analysis and Thoughts
This chapter analyzed data used for the current study explaining how the descriptive
statistics helped explain each of the independent variables relationship with the dependent
variable through separate correlation analysis. The chapter then went on to show how the two
independent variables interacted together through a multiple regression analysis. The results of
these tests did not find a positive relationship for any of the research questions. However, it did
show how the Pell Grant has a negative relationship on the retention of a student in these regions
of the southwest and southeast. The data showing this negative relationship is not what the
researcher had planned when the research questions were developed, but it allows for a better
understanding of those students receiving the Pell Grant. This unintended result will allow those
involved in the enrollment management area of an institution to work closely with those in
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financial aid, student affairs and academic advising to better understand why this negative
correlation relationship is occurring. Chapter 5 will now examine the findings and implications
of this study. In addition, limitations and recommendations for future research will be discussed
with the hope of paving the way for a better understanding of what more could be done to retain
students in the future.
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Chapter 5
Discussion
As a result of this study, the recent article that the National Association of College and
University Business Officers (NACUBO) published on why institutions felt they were losing
enrollment was not supported by the results that the data produced from research question one.
In the article, NACUBO reported that among the survey respondents that experienced freshman
enrollment declines between the academic years of 2012-13 and 2015-16, 62 percent said they
believed students’ price sensitivity was a factor (Seltzer, 2016). The outcomes from this study
also helped to shed light on the fact that external factors, as stated by Bean and Metzner (1985)
and Tinto (1993), have a relationship on the retention of a first time college student. The study
brought attention to the tuition increase at four-year public institutions and how the Pell Grant
relationship with these increases could be a good indicator of retention issues at these
institutions.
RQ1: When looking at public four year institutions in the Southeastern and
Southwestern United States, what is the relationship between tuition increases and
retention for first-time college students?
Data for this research question was collected by the annual IPEDS report for the
academic years 2007-2008 through 2013-2014. Descriptive statistics and a Pearson moment
correlation were used to investigate the relationship if any between an institutions percentage of
tuition increases and the percentage of first-time college student retention during the great
recession. The independent variable was the percentage of tuition increased. The dependent
variable was the percentage of retention. Results from the descriptive statistics did show that the
average tuition increase for this time periods for these institutions was 7% and these same
institutions had an average retention of 70%. However, when the Pearson product-moment
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correlation was run for these variables it was found to not to have a relationship. To further
explain this phenomenon, a tuition increase for these students did not show a relationship to their
retention at these institutions.
The primary purpose of using the correlation analysis was to show that tuition increases
by themselves do share a relationship to retention, not taking into account any other factors that
could influence retention of a student. The secondary purpose was to have a strong enough
relationship that the statement could be made that tuition increases during a time of recession
will certainly show a loss in those students being retained. However, the correlation analysis
showed that there is only .2% of a variance between the variables.
The findings in the descriptive statistics from the analysis do closely coincide with recent
articles published by the College Board (2014) and U.S. News and World Reports (2014) where
the increases in tuition and retention rates are almost identical to the country averages. Where
tuition increases were at 8% and first-time retention rates between 45-92% for these years. The
correlation analysis, however, showed that if tuition increases were at all a factor in the retention
of a student it was not at all significant in the relationship. This suggests that there are other
factors present when a student decides to leave an institution. An example of this could be when
looking at the theory of retention through Tinto (1975) and his Theory of Student Departure.
Here, Tinto suggests that the view of effective retention and the involvement of individuals in the
social and intellectual life of the college are one and the same.
RQ2: When looking at public four year institutions in the Southeastern and
Southwestern United States, what is the relationship between first time freshman
having the Pell grant and retention of first-time college students?
The purpose of the second research question was to show that the institutions that have a
large number of Pell Grant students have a better relationship in regards to the retention rate.
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The second purpose was to show that the relationship was significant enough that the Pell Grant
should be increased on a more frequent basis. Data for this research question were collected by
the annual IPEDS report for the academic years 2007/08 through 2013/14. Descriptive statistics
and a Pearson moment correlation were used to investigate the relationship if any between an
institution’s percentage of Pell Grant students and the percentage of first-time college student
retention during the great recession. The independent variable was the percentage of Pell grant
students. The dependent variable was the percentage of retention. Results from the descriptive
statistics yielded that the average retention for these academic years over this time frame was
70% and the average percentage of students receiving the Pell grant was 45%. A Pearson
product moment correlations was then run, which showed a negative correlation relationship.
This correlation showed that those receiving the Pell Grant share a 33% of a variance between
themselves.
The findings in the descriptive statistics regarding the retention rate for this time frame is
consistent with reports in U.S. News and World Reports at 70% (2014). The percentage of
students receiving the Pell Grant, as identified in the descriptive statistics, is also in line to the
nationwide percentage of students receiving Pell at other four-year public universities per the
National Center for Educational Statistics (2015). However, when the correlation analysis
returned a negative correlation relationship, it was not in alignment with the working paper by
Dynarski (2003), where it was shown that a student that starts college with aid like the Pell grant
is more likely to continue. Or that for every $1,000 the Pell increased it showed a 4% reduction
in dropout rates (Bettinger, 2004). And finally, Tinto found that a Pell recipient was more likely
to persist than a non-Pell recipient (2004). That being said, the current Pell grant for the
academic years selected is only covering 27% of the average college tuition and fees compared
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to when the Pell grant was originally introduced and it covered nearly 66% (Cahalan & Perna,
2015).
RQ3: When looking at retention at public four year institutions in the Southeastern
and Southwestern United States, what is the relationship between tuition increases
and the number of Pell grant recipients in relation to the retention of those
students?
The purpose of the third and final research questions was to determine the strength that
the percentage of Pell grant recipients and the percentage of tuition increases had on the
relationship with the percentage of retention at the institutions in the southeastern and
southwestern regions of the United States. Data for this research question was collected by the
annual IPEDS report for the academic years 2007-2008 through 2013-2014. Descriptive
statistics and a multiple regression analysis were used to investigate this relationship. The
regression analysis addressed the question and described the relationship between the percentage
of retention as it is impacted by the percentage of the tuition increase and the percentage of those
receiving the Pell Grant. The independent variables were the percentage of tuition increases and
the percentage of Pell grant students. The dependent variable was the percentage of retention.
Results from the descriptive statistics yielded that the average retention for these academic years
over this time frame was 70% and the average percentage of students receiving the Pell Grant
was 45% while the average tuition increase was 7%. Using the multiple regressions analysis, the
study revealed that there is a strong relationship between the percentage of retention and the
percentage of tuition increases with the percentage of those students receiving the Pell grant.
The findings of the multiple regression analysis showed that the model can explain
approximately 35% of the variation for retention being explained by the percentage of a tuition
increase and the percentage of those students receiving the Pell Grant. Only one of the
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independent variables has a positive effect on the regression analysis and that was the percentage
of tuition increase, and that effect was not shown to have a strong relationship. However, the
percentage of students receiving the Pell grant was shown to have a strong relationship and had
the most effect on the regression analysis. This information is corroborated with information
published that if students were to receive an increase of $1000 in aid that retention could increase
2-4% (Belley, Frenette & Lochner, 2011). However, because the Pell has not seen a significant
increase during the time of this study the retention relationship could be effected (Robinson &
Cheston, 2012).
Conclusions
After performing the correlation analysis and the regressions analysis, this study has
demonstrated that the tuition increases that were done for the academic years of 2007/082013/14 had little to no relationship on the retention of first-time students. However, the study
did show that that the percentage of retention had a negative relationship by the percentage of the
Pell grant recipients, possibly supporting the statement that Pell grants may not increase retention
and cause just the opposite effect and increase enrollment in the first year (Sawhill, 2013).
Implications for Action
The study brought forth an interesting implication that was not given much credence to when
the data set and research questions were being determined. That interesting implication was the
negative relationship correlation between those receiving the Pell Grant and retention. It was
thought originally that those receiving the Pell Grant would have more likelihood of being
retained and those institutions with a large Pell Grant recipient percentage would have less issues
with retention at a four-year public university. However, the study shed light on that assumption
as being the exact opposite and having a negative relationship. Obtaining the Pell Grant through
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the current process uses extremely fine measures of ability to pay, at levels of income that far
exceed the effective cutoffs (Dynarski & Scott-Clayton, 2006). This study may have shed light
on the fact that a Pell Grant student has other outside environmental factors weighing down their
decision to return after their first year (Bean & Metzner,1985). These could be factors of their
previous educational readiness in K-12, parent’s exposure to higher education, and even social
integration (Engle, Bermeo & O’Brien, 2006). These issues could be helped and the Pell Grant
strengthened with simpler forms to apply for the Pell Grant. Recently an article in the New York
Times pointed out that less paperwork and more transparency would lead to making our aid
program do what it was designed: getting more people into college (Dynarski & Scott-Clayton,
2014). This is further strengthened by an experiment undertaken by H & R Block demonstrating
that help filling out the FASFA form showed large and significant effects on not only an increase
in students attending college but also being retained because of better educating of the family
and the student about the process of applying for college and financial aid (Bettinger, Long,
Oreopoulos, & Sanbonmatsu, 2012; Wyner, Bridgeland, & Dilulio, 2007).
The studies implications to the financial aid office, policy makers, and students are many.
As for the financial aid office, the study shows the need for more attention to be given to the
important role of information that these offices provide families whether it is to filling out forms
or the resources available to individual families for financial aid. As for policy makers they need
to keep in mind that no one policy will fit all students and not all policies are readily understood
or available for each students understanding, this is especially true with minority and lower
income students (Long, 2008). Students then need to keep in mind the need for planning for
these inevitable tuition increases and the resources available to them to keep persisting in their
attainment of a degree.
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Future Research
The recommendations that will follow are derived from the study along with the
limitations mentioned earlier.
1. Additional data from IPEDs could better explain from a financial implication if a student
is retained. The data points that could be collected are the family’s EFC and an indicator
if the student being reported on is a first time college attendee for a family.
2. An additional expansion of the study would be to compare these results to another sevenyear period. However, data in IPEDs changes from year to year and data is removed and
added as seen as important during that time of collection. For instance, prior to the
2007/08 academic year there was no collection of Pell recipients but IPEDs did account
for those students as receiving federal aid.
3. An additional data set of how private for-year universities students fair would provide
insight into how the Pell and tuition increases play into universities that are historically
more expensive then four-year public universities.
4. A study looking at different regions besides the southwestern and southeastern could be
beneficial to compare if different regions have different results.
5. Further research should be attempted to look at these retention numbers by state and how
they relate to the cohort default rate that is published. This could show the states where
financial aid and economic problems could be adding to the retention numbers. Giving
more support to Bean and Metzner’s (1985) theory of departure due to outside factors.
6. Finally, a study should look at the Pell grant recipients, tuition increase and retention as
to how it impacts graduation rates. Tuition increases year over year is a continual
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problem and Pell is not always increased to keep up with the demand of these tuition
increases.
Taking the next steps to collect this additional data could give college administrators a better
understanding as to who their constituents are and how they fair amongst other colleges in the
area and across the United States. Further studies looking deeper into the problem of retention
and tuition longitudinally across the public, private and for-profit sector could key into the rate at
which tuition should not increase past in any given year so that it doesn’t cause poor retention at
a university due to financial reasons.
Final Thoughts
This study failed to show a relationship that proved the original notion that tuition
increases alone were the driving factor behind a student’s retention. However, it has brought to
light the negative relationship that is present at universities in the southeastern and southwestern
regions between retention and the number of students receiving the Pell grant. This then leads to
the need for further study on what could be done to safeguard these students from dropping out
after their freshman year. The scope of this study does not lend itself to these discoveries or
propose solutions. However, with the stated future research, and the need for better data
collection from IPEDs, this could be a beginning to helping to better understand the Pell
recipient and their relationship to retention and how to keep them enrolled, and ultimately
graduating from college.
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